University of North Dakota

UND Scholarly Commons
University Senate Meeting Minutes

Elwyn B. Robinson Department of Special
Collections

11-6-1986

November 6, 1986
University of North Dakota

Follow this and additional works at: https://commons.und.edu/und-senate-minutes

Recommended Citation
University of North Dakota. "November 6, 1986" (1986). University Senate Meeting Minutes. 186.
https://commons.und.edu/und-senate-minutes/186

This Minutes is brought to you for free and open access by the Elwyn B. Robinson Department of Special
Collections at UND Scholarly Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in University Senate Meeting Minutes by
an authorized administrator of UND Scholarly Commons. For more information, please contact
und.commons@library.und.edu.

Edward S. Warner

Chester Fritz Library
Minutes of the University Senate Meeting
November 6, 1986
I.

The November meeting of the University Senate was held at 4:05 p.m. on
Thursday, November 6, 1986, in room 7, Gamble Hall. Paul Schwartz presided.

2.
The following members of the Senate were present:
Ahler, Janet
Akers, Thomas K.
Antes, James R.
Berg, Carol
Bostrom, Donald E.
Boyd, Robert
Carlson, Stephan C.
Chute, Edward
Crawford, Glinda
Dawes, Kenneth
Donaldson, Sandra M.
Gard, Betty
Geiger, Leslie
Glessner, David
Graves, James

Hamerlik, Gerald
Hampsten, Richard
Harlow, Steven D.
Hess, Carla
Jackson, Jon
Johnson, A. William
Kannowski, Paul B.
Kinghorn, Norton D.
Kolstoe, Ralph H.
Lindquist, Mary
Nielsen, Monty
Norman, Ernest J.
O'Kelly, Bernard
O'Kelly, Marcia
Odegard, John

Omdahl, Lloyd B.
Poochigian, Donald
Ramsett, David
Schubert, George
Schwartz, Lucy
Schwartz, Paul
Smith, Johnny P.
Tokko, Mok
Traynor, Paul
Uherka, David J.
White, Harvey
Wiggen, Thomas P.
Wilborn, Graciela
Wrenn, William J.

The following members of the Senate were absent:
Clifford, Thomas J.
Beiswenger, Lyle
Bodine, Dale
Bolonchuk, William
Clark, Alice
Dahl, Ivan
Dando, William
Davis, Jeremy
DeMers, Judy L.
Elsinga, Lillian
Fletcher, Alan
Frein, George

Frigard, Mark
Fry, Patricia
Gurule, Steven
Harris, Mary M.
Harrison, Jeff
Helgeson, Diane
Henry, Gordon
Hoffarth, Al
Jacobsen, Bruce
Johnson, Debbie
Johnson, Tom
Keel, Vernon

Lawrence, W. Fred
Lewis, Robert W.
Ludtke, Richard
Medalen, Rodney
Merrill, Lois
O'Donnell, Sheryl
Oring, Kay
Tomasek, Henry
Tuttle, Richard
Walsh, William
Warner, Edward
Wosepka, Thomas E.

3.
The Chair announced that in accordance with Senate action of March 7, 1985,
the Senate Executive Committee has appointed an ad hoc committee to study
changes in undergraduate admission standards and to estimate the probable
impact of any changes upon enrollment patterns within undergraduate programs. The members of the committee are Ralph Kolstoe, Paul Schwartz, Mary
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Kweit, Bruce Jacobsen (selected by the Dean's Council) and one additional
faculty member.

4.
The chair announced that, there being no objection, the minutes of the
October 2, 1986, meeting are approved.

5.
Mr. Poochigian presented the annual report of the General Education Requirements Committee and moved the report be filed. Mr. Chute seconded the
motion. The report was corrected to indicate that the department of Donald
Poochigian, Secretary, is Humanities and not English. Mr. Schwartz stated
that the report, as corrected, will be filed. (See attachment #1.)
6.

Mr. Schubert moved to adopt the proposal from CTL on admission policy. (See
attachment #2.) Ms. Ahler seconded the motion. Mr. Schubert requested
that the Senate recognize Myrna Olson, CTL, to respond to questions on the
proposal since Mary Harris was not in attendance. A question was raised
regarding the number of hours required in the major for student teaching.
Another concern was the date of proposed implementation and the lack of lead
time to alert students of the change. Arts and Sciences faculty questioned
the process for students seeking secondary certification but not wishing to
be admitted to the Center for Teaching and Learning. Ms. Olson read the
following statement to be added as the last sentence of the first paragraph:
"Students intending to teach in the secondary schools must apply regardless
of the college in which their degrees are being earned."
Mr. Ramsett moved to refer the proposal back to CTL to review the time
schedule for implementation and address the other concerns such as number
of required hours in the major and wording regarding secondary teaching and
admission to Center for Teaching and Learning. Mr. Traynor seconded the
motion. The Chair ruled this a procedural vote and the motion was voted
upon and carried.
7.

Glinda Crawford reported to the Senate from the Council of College Faculties. The two items to be considered are in attachment #3, Partners for
Quality: Preparing Higher Education for a Second Century of Change and
Final Report on Tuition Waiver Study. She stated that the Council requested
that there be faculty input on the two reports and also that the Senate
Executive Committee decided to place these items on the Senate agenda to
determine what type of action the faculty wishes to take to respond.
Discussion followed. Mr. Schwartz invited faculty members to address
personal reactions to either of the items to himself or the Senate Executive
Committee. He said he would outline the process in the University letter.
Mr. O'Kelly suggested that the Academic Vice President's Office make copies
available to all departments and programs. Further discussion followed.
Ms. Crawford stated that the Council felt the tuition waiver for faculty,
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spouses and dependents should be presented to the State Board of Higher
Education after the legislature adjourns. Ms. Crawford moved the following
resolution: Resolved, That the UND Senate go on record as endorsing the
report on tuition waivers for faculty, spouses and dependents. Mr. Akers
seconded the motion. Discussion followed. Ms. Crawford withdrew her
motion . Mr. Ramsett moved that the UND Senate file and support the resolution passed by the Council of College Faculties to support the system of
tuition waivers for faculty, spouses and dependents. Mr. Smith seconded
the motion. The resolution was voted upon and carried.
8.

Thomas Akers, Chair of the Academic Policy Committee, presented the following recommended changes forwarded from the Council of Deans and moved
adoption:
"Students who are currently attending high school and-have-eompieted-14
ttnit~-of-high-~ehooi-work-may-be allowed to enroll in courses at the
University of North Dakota with the special permission of the Director
of Admissions, the Dean of the University College, and the student's
high school principal or counselor."
Add new paragraph as follows:
"Students may receive credit for courses taken at an accredited university/college while in high school if those courses are acceptable for
credit at the University of North Dakota. To receive credit for a
professional course (i.e., business, nursing, etc.) the course must
have approval of the Dean of the College in which the course is offered." Thomas Akers. Chair.
Mr. Traynor seconded the motion. Mr. O'Kelly moved to amend the second
sentence in the second paragraph to read as follows: "Credit for courses
offered in certain programs (e.g., business, nursing, etc.) must have
approval of the Dean of the College in which such courses are offered."
The motion to amend was seconded. Discussion followed. Mr. Hampsten moved
to refer back to committee. Mr. Omdahl seconded the motion to refer. The
motion to refer was voted upon and carried.
9.

Mr. Norman moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded.
objection, the meeting adjourned at 5:26 p.m.

There being no

Monty Nielsen,
Secretary
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GER Committee Membership

1985-86 Academic Year

1986-87 Academic Year

Don Bostrom , Chair,
Acct . & B.Law
English
Ed Chute, Secretary
Alice Clark (ex officio )
VPAA
Student
Mary Conmy
Student
Lanai Deats
*Alan Fletcher
Engr. and Mines
History
Bill Gard
Diane Helgeson
Nursing
Law School
Randy Lee
Council of Deans
Vito Perrone
Political Science
Don Poochigian
Physics
William Schwalm
Beverly Uhlenberg
HEc . & Nutr.
Faculty
One vacancy
*academic affairs alternate

HEc. Nutr.
Beverly Uhlenberg, Chair ,
Humanities
Don Poochigian, Secretary
Alice Clark
VPAA
Jeremy Davis
Council of Deans
History
William Gard
Student
Justin Gullekson
*Mary Harris
CTL
Diane Helgeson
Nursing
Ralph Kolstoe
Psychology
Jacquelyn McElroy
Visual Arts
Doug Munski
Geography
Kathy Pearson
Student
David Perry
Social Work
William Schwalm
Physics
*academic affairs alternate

1985-86 Academic Year
During the 1985 academic year the committee met 14 times. The principal concerns
were assessment and evaluation of GER course programs and performance.
Activities for the year included the following:
a.

Student petitions
Students submitted a total of 62 petitions concerning general education
matters in their programs of study. The committee approved 36 and
disapproved 24. Two petitions were returned for no action . In
addition , 2 petition appeals were presented and both petitions were
approved.

b.

Course evaluation
Five courses were submitted to the committee for approval to qualify
for satisfaction of general education requirements. Two of these
courses had previously been approved but had undergone major
modifications . The committee r e j ected one of the course requests and
approved four.
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b.

Course evaluation
Five courses were submitted to the committee for approval to qualify
for satisfaction of general education requirements. Two of these
courses had previously been approved but had undergone major
modifications. The committee rejected one of the course requests and
approved four.

c.

Petition form
A new student petition form was developed and adopted. Filing
instructions to complete the form are included on -the back of the form.

d.

Policy regarding student petitions
A General Education Requirements Committee policy regarding student
petitions was adopted December 16, 1985. Both the procedure for filing
a petition and the procedure which will be followed if a student whose
petition was denied wishes to request a review are printed on the
reverse side of the student petition form.

e.

GER topic area currency and adequacy
Sub-committees assigned to each of the general education areas reviewed
the approved courses to determine whether the courses fit well the
overall goals of general education at UND and to suggest changes which
would strengthen each GER area.

f.

GER courses performance evaluation and measurement
A survey was designed by Vito Perrone and Randy Lee to l earn more about
the practices within various general education courses in relation to
the principal guiding elements within the philosophical statement.
Those involved in the survey were a sample of faculty who were teaching
courses approved for general education and a sample of students \vho
were taking those courses. The survey was conducted in April 1986 and
reports of the findings were distributed to committee members in June.

g.

General Education Requirements Statement in Time Schedul e
A one-page description of general education requirements for students
is included in the time schedule of classes. The purpose of the GER
requirements , benefits students can derive from each of the four GER
areas, and the importance of taking courses which help students make
connections between major and related fields are included.
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1986-1987 Academic Year
The committee has held two formal meetings to date .
a.

Activities include:

Student petitions
Eleven petitions have been presented to the committee.
approved and five were disapproved .

b.

Six were

Course evaluation
Two requests for GER cours:? approval have been received. The decision
to approve or disapprove will be made at the next regularly scheduled
meeting.

c.

Integrated Studies Program
Contact with the directors and committee support for the Integrated
Studies Program continues.

d.

GER conference
Discussions concerned with the benefits and possible directions for a
GER conference are beinq held.

e.

GER Statement of Philosophy
Committee members have indicated an interest in discussing the
statement of philosophy. Time will be allocated for this discussion at
a future meeting .

Attachment

lf2
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ADMISSION TO THE
CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING

Formal admission to the Center for Teaching and Learning
is required for enrollment in the core courses of each program
for all students completing entry level courses after January 1,
1987. ,
Core and entry level courses for the Center programs
are:
Elementary
Middle level/junior high
Secondary

Entry level course

Core courses

CTL 301
CTL 341 or 350
CTL 213

. TEAM
TEAM
CTL 341

Admission materials are provided to students enrolled in entry
level courses and are also available in the Dean's office.
Admission to the Center requires evidence of commitment,
experience, and interests appropriate to becoming a teacher,
ability t o express oneself clearly and effectively, and ·a
2.5 GPA. A personal interview may be part of the application
process. Applicants will be notified of their status within
fifteen school days of receipt of completed application materials
Student progress in the Center is closely monitored and
formally reviewed before admission to student teaching.
Admission to Student Teaching (Elementary)
Admission to student teaching requires satisfactory completion
of each course in junior TEAM with minimum grade of C, satisfactory
completion of a field experience, an overall GPA of 1 2.5, and the
recommendation of the elementary education faculty for all
students admitted to student teaching during or after fall, 1987.
Admission to Student Teaching (Secondary)
Admission to student teaching requires an overall GPA of 2.5,
a GPA of 2.75 in the major field, and the recommendation of the
secondary faculty for all students admitted to the Center for
Teaching and Learning after November 30, 1986.

Attachment

113
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PARTNERS FOR QUALITY: Preparing Higher Education for a Second Century of Change
The following are the 29 recommendations of the Advisory.Panel on the Future of Higher Education in North Dakota,
released at the meeting of the State Board of Higher Education on the UNO campus last week.

1.

The Governor and the legislative leadership should take all steps necessary to charge the State Board of Higher
Education with developing a true state system of higher education. In turn, the Board should work with the
institutions, executive branch, and legislature toward this end.

2.

The Board should set the priorities and make the plans for higher education in North Dakota - subject always to
oversight by elected officials .. lf,.legislation is required to outline the specific duties associated with planning,
monitoring, oversight, and policy review, then this should be done.

3.

Policy discussions about access to educational opportunity for North Dakotans should focus sharply on its several
critical dimensions: geographic. program, convenience for students, ability to pay, and finally - most importantly ability to benefit (as determined by qualitative standards for admission).

4.

The political and educational leadership of the state should enter into critical review and discussion to determine the
extent to which the historic practice of open enrollment encourages or discourages an eff~ctive match between the
interests and talents of students and the role and mission of the 11 institutions.
·

5.

The Board should affirm the need for postsecondary education programs in the communities of Devils Lake; Bottineau,
and Mayville. The Board should likewise consider the recommendations concerning the roles of these institutions
and decide what kinds of new institutional arrangements wilryield the besteducational services to the people of these
areas.

6.

The Board should work with the institutions to establish a sharply focused mission, role, and scope for each that clearly
differentiates it from the others and is geared to statewide needs. The Board should ensure that all its decisions
reinforce., rather than depart from, institutional mission, role, and scope agreements.

7.

The Board should critically review all one year certificate and two year, associate degree level programs at its senior
campuses. A determination whether continuation is justified should be made on the basis of these guiding principfes:
prograni·'quality, program responsiveness to specific needs of the state, and the presence of unique facilities or resources
designed for the support of the programs.

8.

The Board, the Governor, and the Legislative Assembly should make every effort to protect and nurture the quality of
the faculty, with the full understanding that they are th~ v_ery heart of each college and university.

9.

The Board should *continue its prac.tice of periodic, special rev.iews of degree programs throughout the state or on
individual campuses ·officially recognize campus based review processes and .timetables for the review of individual
degree programs *expand the value of campus based reviews by requesting common, systemwide information (degrees
awarded, finances, learning resources, adequacy of classrooms and laboratories, depth of faculty resources, and so on)
*establish a campus reporting procedure to enable the Board staff to monitor the results of campus program reviews
and, should there be disagreements with a decision following a review, to challenge the decision in an orderly fashion.

10.

In the interest of access, the Board should ensure that the faculties of North Dakota's colleges and universities provide
general education opportunities that are basically comparable throughout the state.

11.

The presidents and faculties of the 11 ·campuses should work together with the Board to develop and imp lement a
policy for student transfer that protects the earned credits of students as well as the institution's right to determine
major field requirements and to grant its degree. Only the faculties can adjudicate course equivalency.

12.

The Board should consider enrollment ceilings only in the context of the affirmed or revised role and mission
statements recommended elsewhere in this report.

13.

If enrollment ceilings are to be adopted or if smaller enrollments are encouraged as a matter of educational philosophy,
the universities should not be penalized by budget cuts. Universities must have ways to reduce their overall size yet
continue to be compensated equitably for misson-specific and fixed operating costs unrelated to enrollment.
(continued)
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14.

The Board, in concert with the State Department of Public Instruction, should take all necessary initiatives to engage
faculties of the high schools and the colleges in serious, sustained planning to address all aspects of problems associated
with the underprepared student.

15.

The Board should explore with the 11 institutions ways to develop centers of higher education. It should subsequently
establish a policy and procedure to encourage and guide the formation and support of such centers and encourage the
Governor and legislature to support necessary changes in funding structures.

16.

The Board should establish as policy that each of the 11 institutions develop formal relationships with schoo ls in its
region in order to encourage regular, systematic communication on matters of mutual interest and concern.

17.

The Board should work to achieve a greater degree of financial equity in its interstate reciprocity agreement with
Minnesota. Equity should not be defined as exact numerical or dollar balances each year or biennium but rather as a
rough balance over time.

18.

The State Board of Vocational Education and the State Board· of Higher Education should work together to adopt a
total system view and plan accordingly for the emerging postsecondary, vocational-technical education needs of North'
Dakota.

19.

The Board, in cooperation with the legislative and executive branches, should establish a single, basic higher educationfunding formula designed with particular attention to the fixed and variable costs of the 11 campuses.
-· ·

20.

The new fu nding formula should enable institutions to become smaller without incurring undue financial penalty.

21.

The Board should continue to have existing mechanisms for budget flexibility and should work with the legislative and
executive branches to achieve greater budgetary flexibility for the Board and for individual campuses in order to meet
unexpected institution and system needs d uring a biennium.

22.

The Board should be provided with an increase in pooled funds for Board use in meeting unexpected interinstitutional
and system needs during a biennium. It should also receive a greater degree of authorized discretion in expending
pooled funds.

23.

The Board should be provided with staff and operating resources sufficient to support its proper, necessary leadership
role.

24.

We concur with the following recommendations of the Interim Budget Committee on Higher Education:
The committee recommends the 1987 Legislative Assembly increase state funded student financial aid, if fisca lly
feasible, to the level proportionate with 1981 tuition rates.
The committee recommends the Board of Higher Education and the Legislative Assembly limit the increase in
resident student tuition to no more than the projected increase in the Consumer Price Index.

25.

The Board should work with the Governor and legislature to establish a state work-study program to supp lement its
present programs of financial aid.

26.

The Board should be provided with a discretionary fund of new monies to encourage innovations that will improve
academic quality in the institutions.

27.

The Board should receive capital funds for urgent plant maintenance and upgrading scientific equipment.

28.

The Board and campuses should explore the feasibility of centralizing certain administrative functions. The controlling
test is whether savings can be demonstrated without costly delays, new inefficiencies, or infringements on campus
self-governance.
·

29.

The Board should request the legislature to provide state support for approved credit programs offered in higher
education centers.

9/86
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Final Report
Tuition Waiver Study
Prepared for
The University of North Dakota
by

Ralph H. Kolstoe, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
University of North Dakota
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In the fall of 1985, the Council of College Faculties decided to seek information concerning the feas i bi 1 i ty of tuition waivers for the dependents of faculty
members of the various colleges and universities under the jurisdiction of the State
Board of Higher Education.

A survey of faculty interest and possible use of such

tuition waivers was conducted in the spring of 1986.

Data were obtained from each

campus under the board's jurisdiction and this report for The University of North
Dakota is being provided to the faculty representative and to President Thomas
Clifford.
The writer would like to express his appreciation to Vice President Alice Clark
for her cooperation in providing a list of the tenured and tenure-track faculty of
the institution and to the Deans of the various colleges for serving as the contact
person for the distribution and collection of the survey forms on the campus.
Of the 471 eligible individuals at the University of North Dakota 376 or 80%
returned the form.

This response rate was much higher than anticipated and would

indicate a high interest in this topic by the faculty of the University of North
Dakota.
Three questions were asked on the survey form.

The first was as follows:

Do you approve of the concept of tuition waivers for faculty and dependents?
Circle one:

Yes

No

The results were as follows:
Number of
responses

Percent of
responses

Yes

344

92

No

24

6

Faculty only

4

1

No response

4

1

2

2934

Question number two read as follows:
Would you or your dependents utilize a tuition waiver if available?
Circle one:

Yes

(If yes, continue to question #3)

No

(If no, please place this form in the
attached envelope and return it to your
department/divisional chair.)

The results for question two were as follows:
Number of
responses

Percent of
responses

Yes

279

74

No

94

25

No response

3

The data from the 94 (25%) of the faculty who answered no to question two were
further analyzed by cross checking with the responses to question one (approval / disapproval of the concept of tuition waiver).

Of the faculty who said they would not

utilize the tuition waiver 73 (78%) did approve of the idea.

Only 19 individuals {5%

of the 376 returned forms) indicated that they disapproved of the idea and would not
uti 1i ze it.

Summary of responses to the first two questions
(1)

A large proportion of the faculty (80% of 471) was interested enough in the
idea to return the survey form.

(2)

The overwhelming majority of the faculty who returned the form favored the
tuition waiver for faculty and dependents (92%).

(3)

Anticipated usage (over time but not necessarily each year) would be high
(74%).

( 4)

78% of those who would not use the tuition waiver did approve of the
availability of tuition waivers for other faculty members and dependents.

A major consideration in tuition waivers involves the potential loss of revenue
that might occur.
certainty.

This is, of course, a question which can not be answered with any

The introduction of a tuition waiver might induce individuals to enroll

who would not have enrolled without the waiver.
3

If those individuals are occupying
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otherwise empty seats in classrooms and laboratories, then the incremental costs are
negligible.

If, on the other hand, it is a closed enrollment program, the addition

of a tuition waiver could displace a tuition payer and decrease the funds available
to support the institution.

Despite the problems involved in estimating costs,

question three was developed to yield a probable upper limit (over-estimate} of the
potential cost .

The question was divided into three types of waiver recipients:

f aculty member, spouse, and dependents.

the

The faculty member was asked to check the

year in which each of the types of recipient might use the waiver beginning with the
1987-88 academic year and terminating with the 1992-93 academic year.

The faculty

member was further asked to indicate for spouse and dependents, if the enrollment was
on a part -time (1/4, 1/2, 3/4} , or full time basis.

In addition, if the tuition

waiver was to be used a t an institution other than the one employing the faculty
member, the institution was to be identified.

Finally, if the enrollment involved

Minot State College, the University of North Dakota or North Dakota State University,
the particular school (graduate or undergraduate, law or medicine} was to be specified.
Only the data for 1987-88 and 1988-89 were analyzed (the remaining years were
entered into a computer file and are readily available if desired}.

Since the

di f ferences in the 87 and 88 academic year were very small, only the 87 data were
used in preparing this report for the University of North Dakota.

4
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ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL COSTS FOR 1987-88
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA
Grand Forks

Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

Faculty

74

Spouse (1/4-48;1/2-16;
3/4-1;F-20)

84

3

no new costs
25,491.28

Dependents (1/4-3;F-133) 130
Grad/Prof fees*
Sub-total (at home)

New costs to institution
per term
per year

i2.1l
288

6

80,928.32

10

2,998.59
109,418.19

218,836.38

From other institutions
Faculty

45

no new costs

Spouse

19

12,027.00

Dependents

51

32,283.00

ilfil.

4,349.00
48,659.00

97,318.00

158,077.19

316,154.38

Grad/Prof fees**
Sub-total (other)
Grant Total UND

115

403

10

*Includes 38 spouses and 6 dependents for graduate school; 7 spouse/dependents for
law school; O for medical school (All assumed to be full time)
**Includes 17 spouses and 3 dependents for graduate school; 3 for law school; 5 for
medical school. (All assumed to be full time)

5
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Tuition Waiver Study
Final Report
by
Ralph H. Kolstoe, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
University of North Dakota

Perhaps the most striking feature of this tuition waiver survey of faculty
members is the extremely high rate of response.

Completion and return of the survey

forms was voluntary and anonymous, yet an astonishing 78% of the forms were completed
and returned.
The population of eligible individuals was obtained by asking the chief academic
administrator at each of the 11 institutions to furnish a 1ist of the ful 1-time
tenured or tenure-track faculty members at his/her institution.
names generated by these lists was 1,583.
of the lists provided.

The total number of

No attempt was made to verify the accuracy

Packets of survey forms were distributed by departments

within institutions with all eligible individuals listed on a cover letter sent with
each packet.
Each faculty member was asked to complete the questionnaire, place it in a
sealed envelope (to assure anonymity) and return the envelope to the department/
divisional chair.

The chair was to return the packet of sealed envelopes to the

chief academic administrator of the college who was to send al 1 forms from the
institution to the writer of this report.
mailing costs to the individual campus.

The procedure was developed to minimize
At the University of North Dakota, about

one-half of all returns were by intra-campus mail, direct to the writer.
one-half came through the suggested channel.

The other

From the other 10 institutions, about

one-fourth of the returns came directly from the respondent to the author through the
U.S. mail.

The other three-fourths did follow the suggested channel.

In all, 1,239
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forms were returned, which based on a population of 1,583, yields the 78% return
rate.
There is no point in expending much effort concerning the 22% who did not return
the questionnaires.

Perhaps the best assumption is that these individuals were

indifferent to the concept of tuition waivers for dependents of faculty members.

At

least they did not feel strongly enough (pro or con) to register their position by
returning the form.

It is also reasonable to assume that these individuals did not

believe that the adoption of the tuition waiver for dependents would be of any
particular advantage to them.

On this basis, all cost figures are based on the 78%

who did return the forms.
While it was expected that the majority of the faculty would be supportive of
the

concept

of

tuition waivers,

the magnitude

of the support was surprising.

Question #1 of the survey read as follows:
Do you approve of the concept of tuition waivers for faculty and dependents?
Circle one:

Yes

No

The results were as follows:
Number of
responses

Percent of
responses

1, 116

90. 1

No

94

7.6

Faculty only*

15

1. 2

No response

14

1. 1

Yes

*These individuals wrote a response which indicated
they wished no change from the current policy
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Question #2 of the survey read as follows:
Would you or your dependents utilize a tuition waiver if available?
Circle one:

Yes
No

(If yes, continue to question #3)
( If no, please place this form in the attached
envelope and return it to your department/divisional chair.)

The results for question #2 were as follows:
Number of
responses

Percent of
responses

Yes

965

77 .9

No

263

21. 2

11

.9

No response

The data from the 263 (21%) faculty members who answered no to question #2 were
further analyzed by cross checking with the responses to question #1 (approval/disapproval of the concept of tuition waiver).

Almost three-fourths (73%) of the faculty

who said they would not utilize the tuition waiver did approve of t he idea.

Only 62

individuals (5% of the returned forms) indicated that they disapproved of the idea
and would not utilize it.

Interestingly 94 faculty (8%) disapproved of the concept

but would utilize the tuition waiver if it were available.
Summary of the responses to the first two questions:
(1)

A large proportion of the faculties of the 11 institutions were interested
enough to return the survey forms (78%).

( 2)

The overwhelming majority of faculty who returned the form favored the
tuition waiver (90%).

(3)

Anticipated usage (over time, not necessarily each year) would be high
(78%).

(4)

A high percentage of those who would not use the waiver did approve of the
availabi 1 i ty of tuition waivers for other faculty members and dependents
( 73%) .

A major consideration in the question of tuition waivers invo l ves the potential
loss of revenue that might occur.

Predicting the future is always a risky under-

taking and attempting to assign a dollar figure to those predictions is even more
uncertain.

The introduction of a tuition waiver might induce individuals to enroll

who would not have enrol led without the waiver,

thus usage may be higher than
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expected.

If these individuals are occupying otherwise empty seats in the classrooms

and laboratories, then the incremental costs become negligible.

If on the other

hand, it is a closed enrollment program and the addition of a tuition waiver would
displace a tuition payer, then funds to support the institution would be reduced.
With full awareness of the pitfalls in estimating costs, question #3 was developed to yield a probable llimfil:. limit (overestimate) of the potential costs.

The

question was divided into three different groups of tuition waiver recipients:

the

faculty member, spouse of the faculty member, and dependents (other than spouse) of
the faculty member.

The faculty member was asked to check the year in which each of

the specified types of recipients might use the waiver beginning with the 1987
academic year and terminating with the 1992 academic year.

The faculty member was

further asked to indicate, for spouse and dependents, if the enrollment would be on a
part-time (1/4, 1/2, 3/4) or full time basis.

If the tuition waiver were to be used

at an institution other than the one employing the faculty member, the institution
was to be identified.

Finally, if the enrollment involved Minot State College, the

University of North Dakota, or North Dakota State University, the particular school
(graduate or undergraduate, law or medicine) was to be specified.
Only the data for 1987-88 and 1988-89 were analyzed (the remaining years were
entered into a computer file and are readily available if desired).

An examination

of the data for 1987 and for 1988 shows great similarity between the two years but
great differences in the possible usage patterns among the three recipient groups.
Since the differences between the 1987 and 1988 academic years were very small, only
the 1987 data were used in preparing this summary, but data are presented separately
for the three categories:

faculty, spouse and dependents.

FACULTY
Current policy of the Board of Higher Education does permit full-time employees
to enroll in one course per term with the tuition waived under certain conditions.
The two universities are honoring tuition waivers not only from their own employees
but also from employees of other institutions within the state system.

The 301
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faculty members (24%) who said they would use the waiver for themselves in

1987

included those who would enroll at their home institution as well as those who would
enroll at a different institution within the system.

As one might expect, the data

are quite different across the different types of institutions.
Expressed faculty enrollments for 1987
academic year, by type of institution
Number from
institutions

Number of
"at home"

Universitynot at home

135

129 (96%)

6

State Colleges

54

29 (54%)

25

Junior Colleges

51*

29 (57%)

21

NDSSS

61

25 (41%)

36

Universit i es

*One junior college faculty member stated that he/she
would enroll at NDSSS.
Overall, 70% of the faculty who indicated that they would enroll during the 1987
academic year indicated that they would enroll at their home institution.

All but

one of the faculty members who would enroll at an institution other than the "home"
one, would attend one of the two universities.

No attempt was made to determine how

a given faculty member who is employed full time at one institution would arrange to
take a course in an institution located in a different community.

Obviously, it

would be least difficult for individuals employed in institutions located in the
eastern portion of the state.

It is believed that the figures presented above are an

over-estimate of the actual numbers who would enroll in the different instituti ons.
The data concerning the enrollment of a spouse and/or dependents showed two very different patterns-thus each category is presented separately.

SPOUSES
For the 1987 academic year, 303 of the 1239 questionnaires returned indicated
that a spouse would enrol 1.

The most popular degree of enrollment was one-fourth

time (165 of the spouses - 30%).

Only 82 of the returned forms indicated that the

enrolled spouse would be a full time student ( 15%).

The overwhelming number of

enrolled spouses (264 or 87%) would enroll at the institution at which their spouse-
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was employed.

Twenty-three of the 24 spouses who would not attend the home insti- .

tution would enroll at one of the two universities.

Since tuition costs are not

uniform across the 11 schools in the system, cost estimates were not derived on the
overall data but will be presented for each campus individually.

DEPENDENTS
The survey form provided space for five dependents other than the spouse, but no
limit was implied for number of dependents.

The data includes multiple dependents

for a given faculty member but no record was kept as to the number of such multiples.
For 1987, 410 dependents were listed for possible tuition waivers.
earlier,

As was stated

the data for dependents are markedly different from that for spouses.

Almost al 1 of the dependents ( 402)

indicated full

time enrollment while only 4

indicated one-quarter time and an additional 4 indicated half time enrollment.
As in the case of the faculty member and spouse the most frequent institution of
enrollment was the one in which the parent was employed.
(76%) indicated "at home" enrollment.

Of the 410 dependents, 313

These figures are quite different depending

upon the type of institution within which the parent is employed.
enrollment figures are:

The "at home"

Universities -- 91%; State Colleges -- 62%; Junior Colleges

-- 44%; and the State School of Science -- 47%.

COST ESTIMATES
Several assumptions were made in deriving these cost estimates.

In all cases,

the assumption that involved the greatest cost was used to insure that the figures
would tend to be over-estimates of the anticipated costs.

It was assumed that those

faculty who stated they would enroll, would do so for each term.

Data from the

University of North Dakota for the 1985-86 academic year would indicate that this
assumption is a large over-estimate.

For 1987, 74 UNO faculty said they would enroll

at UND, however in 1985-86, only 23 faculty members actually utilized the tuition
waiver during the fall semester and 21 during the spring semester for a total of 44
enrollments.

This involved 14 indi victuals who enrol led each of the two semesters
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plus 9 who enrolled for the fall term only and 7 who enrolled for the spring term
only.

Thus the 44 enrollments were generated by 30 people.

If the assumption used

in this report were true, then there should have been 60 enrollments generated from
the 30 people.

Thus it is believed that the enrollment figures f or faculty are an

overestimate in two ways:

(1) many of those who state an intent i on to enroll will

not (perhaps 50%) and (2) many who do enroll will enroll for only one term in a given
year.
The enrollment costs for spouse and for dependents at the home institution was
derived proportional to the part-time and full time enrollment projected.

For the

indi victuals from "other institutions" it was assumed that al 1 would be ful 1 time
students.

In all cases the undergraduate fees were used in computing the basic cost.

For those individuals attending graduate or professional schools, the additional
cost for the specific school was added to the other costs.

It was assumed that the

spouse and dependents would be full time if enrolled in the specialized schoo ls.
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ESTIMATED INCREMENTAL COSTS
BY INSTITUTION FOR 1987
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA
Grand Forks

Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

Faculty

74

Spouse (1/4-48;1/2-16;
3/4-1;F-20}

84

Dependents (1/4-3;F-133}

130

Grad/Prof fees
Sub-total (at home}

1..2.ll
288

3

New cost to institution
per term
per year
no new cost
25,491.28

6

80,928.32

10

2,998.59
109,418.19

218,836.38

From other institutions
Faculty

45

no new costs

Spouse

19

12,027.00

Dependents

51

32,283.00

if.§.1

4,349.00
48,659.00

97,318.00

158,077.19

316,154.38

Grad/Prof fees
Sub-total (other}
Total UND

115
403

10

NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY
Fargo

Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

New cost to institution
per term
per year

Faculty

55

3

no new costs

Spouse (1/4-42;1/2-15;
3/4-1;F-23}

77

4

15,760.00

Dependents (1/2-3;F-113}

99

17

38,890.00

.QQJ_

.Ql

1,030.91
55,680.91

Grad/Prof fees
Sub-total (home}

231

24

167,042.73

From other institutions
Faculty

43

Spouse

19

7,562.00

Dependents

34

13,532.00

lW.
96

780.00
21,874.00

65,622.00

77,554.91

232,664.73

Grad/Prof fees
Sub-total (other}
Total NDSU

327

no new costs

24
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MINOT STATE COLLEGE
Minot

Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

New cost to institution
per term
per year

Faculty

15

12

Spouse ( 1/4-18;1/2-4;
F-12)

32

2

13,262.12

Dependents (1/2-1;F-27)

17

11

6,110 . 89

.L1Ql

ill

631 . 49
20,004 . 50

60,013.50

1,098 . 00

3,294.00

21,102.50

63,307.50

Grad/Prof fees
Sub- total (home)

64

25

no new costs

From other institutions
Dependents
Total Minot State

3

67

25

VALLEY CI TY STATE COLLEGE
Valley City

Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

Faculty

5

Spouse (1/4-3;1/2-1;
F-3)

7

Dependents (F-16)
Sub-total (home)

8

New cost to institution
per year
per term
no new costs
1,598.10

1Q

_Q

22

14

3,760.00
5,358.10

16,074.30

From other institutions
Dependents
Total Valley City
State

1,128.00

3

14

25

6,486.10

19,458.30

MAYVILLE STATE COLLEGE
Mayville

Number of enrollments
to other inst.
at home

New cost to institution
per year
per term

no new costs

Faculty

4

4

Spouse (1/4-7;1/2-2;
F-2)

7

4

1,798.10

~

_!

3,013.20
4,802.70

Dependents (F-12)
Sub-total (home)

19

12

14,408.10

From other institutions
Dependents
Total Mayville State

753.30

2

21

12

5,555.00

16,668.00
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DICKINSON STATE COLLEGE
Number of enrollments
to other inst.
at home

Dickinson
Faculty

5

1

8

1

Spouse (1/4-3;1/2-2;
3/4-1;F-3)

Dependents (F-20)
Sub-total (home)

R

25

~

10

New cost to institution
per year
per term
no new costs
1,842.67

41572.00
6,414.67

19,244.00

381. 00

1,143.00

6,795.67

20,387.00

From other institutions
Dependents
Total DSC

1
10

26

WILLISTON BRANCH OF UND
Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

New cost to institution
per term
per year

Faculty

3

6

no new costs

Spouse (1/4-3;1/2-3;
F-5)

6

5

2,076.14

Dependents (F-11)

_z_

--2

1,050.00

Total W-UND

11

20

3,126.14

6,252.28

BOTTINEAU BRANCH OF NDSU
Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.
Faculty

2

3

New cost to institution
per term
per year
no new costs

Spouse (1/4-1)

92. 10

Dependents

-0-

Total B-NDSU

3

3

92. 10

276.30
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BISMARCK JUNIOR COLLEGE
Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

New cost to institution
per term
per year

Faculty

17

5

Spouse (1/4-9;1/2-1;
F-5)

11

4

3,120.15

Dependents (1/4-1;F-16)

11

_.Q.

5,683.76

39

15

8,803.91

Total BJC

no new costs

17,607.83

LAKE REGION JUNIOR COLLEGE
Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

New cost to institution
per term
per year

Faculty

7

8

Spouse (1/4-9;1/2-1;
F-2)

9

3

2,027.20

Dependents (F-9)

~

_.Q.

1,707.00

Total LRJC

19

17

3,734.20

no new costs

7,468.40

NORTH DAKOTA STATE SCHOOL OF SCIENCE
Wahpeton

Number of enrollments
at home
to other inst.

New cost to institution
per term
per year
no new costs

Faculty

25

36

Spouse (1/4-22;1/2-7;
3/4-1;F-7)

22

15

3,445.74

Dependents {F-45)
Sub-total (home)

£1
68

ZA._

7,266.00
10,711.74

75

32,135.22

From other institutions
Faculty

1

Spouse

1

346.00

~
5

1,038.00
1,384.00

4,152.00

12,095.74

36,287.22

Dependents
Sub-total (other)
Total NDSSS

73

75

